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going to have the controversy right back in here again. I don ' t
think that this solves the problem and I think that what it does
is it m akes the statute not becomprehensive enough and we ' re
going to have all kinds of litigation result if we stick a date
into the s tatute. T he date s e ems t o b e rather capricious. I
don't know why 1933 all of a sudden came up. S o I woul d opp o s e
t h i s . I t h i n k t h at t he b i l l sp ec i f i c al l y st at e s v er y , very
clearly that only the remains that are identifiable with a
family or a tribe and the burial goods that are identifiable
with specific skeletal remains would go back. I think that is
about as specific as we can get because if we find records later
on t h at p r ed a t e 19 33 , we' re going to have the controversy all
over again. So I would urge the body to simply reject t h i s
amendment . I t h i n k t he b i l l i s v er y , very clear and spells it
out and has it defined closely enough that we can keep track of
what goes back and what doesn't right now without putting any
dates into the statute. T hank you .

SPEAKER BARRETT: The member from the 46th District, Senator

S ENATOR LA N D I S : Thank yo u , Mr . S pea k e r , m embers of t h e
Legislature, upon reflection, I will oppose the Warner amendment
on the basis of the line of questions that Senator Chambers just
exacted . Th e 1933 d at e , I kn o w i n my i n f or ma l d iscuss i o n s
actually has come with d i scu ss i on wi t h a s o c ie t y w h o h a v e
characterized their recordkeeping to me and, upon first blush,
seems clear that Senator Warner's intention is do no more than
what the bill intends to do. However, Senator Chambers' line of
questions shows us clearly t hat, in fact, t h ese tw o t h i ng s
a ren ' t the same thing. The b i l l i s a p r oce ss , a ser i e s o f
definitions and then a way to carry the obligations that a t t a c h
to those definitions out. It also has a process for resolving
how to apply the definitions. It is possible, Senator Warner
concedes u nd er q ue st i on i ng , that there might be a burial good
prior to 1933 that would have a record justifying its attachment
to a skeletal remain which under the bill should b e r e t u r n ed .
If that's the case, the burial good should be retu rn ed . I n
fact, we are relying on only the characterizations t ha t I c an
think of from the Historical Society about their own records to
give rise to the 1933 date. And upon reflection there are other
institutions around. There is a cross-indexing of records that
might occur between those institutions. It might be possible to
create a re co r d p r i or . ..from something that was disinterred
prior to 1933 for which the definitions of the b il l wou l d

Landis .
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